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Additionally, the 2006 CSM identifies the potential for DNAPL and groundwater
impacts around and beneath the building at depth. These impacts are unknown
without further investigation which will be required for any long-term remedial
action. The 2006 CSM concludes, somewhat speculatively, that

The historical release of separate phase | ~ 3 oil within the buildii  and
the surrounding area likely resulted in residual contamination of the soils
beneath the site (pockets of oil filling in portions of the interstitial pore
space between soil grains) as well as the potential for pools of oil residing
above zones of lower permeability material. As the density of the PCB
mixtures used at the site was greater than that of water (PBSs:

classified as a dense non-aqueous phase liquid or DNAPL), PCB oils that
historically drained through the soil could have continued a downward
migration below the water table, potentially pooling above bedrock or the
zone of low permeability peat identified beneath the site (confining layer
in Figure 1-4) and moving laterally along the rock or peat layer (footnote
deleted). (emphasis added).

AVX goes on to comment, on page 47:

And

Elsewhere in the SEE/CA, EPA acknowledges the site characterization is
incomplete and that long-term protection will be addressed under the state
Chapter 21E program.....(emphasis added)

But, in fact, it is difficult to predict what the long-term remedy for the Site would
be, given the current data gaps. Although the 2006 CSM attempts to identify
sources, release mechanisms, migration pathways and exposure, the documents in
the AR file do not adequately define the source, nature and extent of
contamination, nor do they provide a risk assessment, i.e., they do not meef the
MCP’s Phase 1l Comprehensive Site Assessment requirements. Data gaps
include: no evaluation of NAPL condition and NAPL transpor!; insufficient data
points (o confirm what is happening at and in bedrock surface...no TCLP or
bench scale data to evaluate whether soil, building and contents to be placed in
building foundation upon implementation of the recommended alternative would
be a continuing source (o groundwater; no temporal data upon which (o discern
trends; and insufficient information on sediments and sediment transport in storm
sewer and box culverts. (emphasis added)®

3 See also page |8, discussing surface water flux (“...the surface water flux presented in the 2006 CSM
utilized maximum, not typical, PCB concentrations and assumed storm flow based on visual observations,
not on actual measurements.... Without adequate characterization of these pathways and an evaluation of
the flux based on actual existing conditions and site-specific measured physical parameters, information
that would ordinarily would be collected as part of a comprehensive site assessment under the MCP, there
is no basis for assertions of a substantial threat of release via groundwater or surface water.”); page 31,
(...The recommended allernative is a temporary measure. The SEE/CA states that *EPA has not quantified











